"Nature's chief masterpiece is writing well"-John Sheffield
To see one's name as an author on a scientific publication brings a sense of accomplishment after what often seems to be an eternity. When an author wishes to submit their work to the world, the hours devoted to defining a study hypothesis, describing the methods, summarizing the findings, and putting pen to paper via a keyboard often seems endless. Once the author submits the work, a second major process begins. Upon submission to a journal, the work undergoes the rigor of peer review during which it is judged for its merit, and creditability, novelty, and whether the scientific quality is appropriate. The initial decision often requires subsequent clarifications and answers to questions posed by the reviewers, and it is not unusual for authors to go through a wide range of reactions or emotions based on that feedback. It is possible that the work will require several rounds of back-and-forth revision with the journal editors and reviewers, with no guarantee it will ever make it to publication. Then and only after all the comments or questions have been addressed satisfactorily will the author exhale a sigh of relief after receiving the acceptance notification issued by the journal's editor. The final phases consist of reviewing the galley proofs, viewing the work in an electronic or online publication, and ultimately seeing the final work in print. Then and only then does one celebrate. That celebration may be more significant, especially if the report is a unique topic or study, or if it is the author or coauthor's first publication.
In general, the lead author writes the paper. They may work closely with other collaborators, yet they are ultimately the point person. The intermediate authors typically have acted in a key or significant part of the work. Often the last author is a mentor or the corresponding author. Sometimes this senior author may have a more recognizable name or has provided the funding for the project.
So, what comprises authorship? Robert Day defines authorship as "those, who actively contributed to the overall design and execution of the experiments. Further, the authors should be listed as in importance to the experiments" (pp. 14-15). 1 The ordering the authors' list is sometimes as difficult as the experiment or study. So, what constitutes involvement or contribution?
Is there some psychology involved in listing authors? This is where things can get a bit gray. Does one include individuals who have the background or small interest and knowledge, yet only peripherally advised or participated? Does one include individuals who procure funding, yet do not overly participate? Does one include every student or technician who records numbers and organizes spreadsheets? It can be controversial or frustrating for some to see a senior professor listed on a paper knowing their inclusion was somewhat political in nature when their involvement was minimal when compared to those who had dayto-day involvement either in the conduct of the study or reviewing and writing drafts of the report. This can be a slippery slope.
Although there are no agreed upon rules on the ordering of authors in publications, sometimes there are institutional "criteria" for authorship. The International Committee of Medical Journal Editors have published and commented on authorship, as follows: "All persons designated as authors should have participated sufficiently in the work to take public responsibility for the content. Authorship credit should be based on (a) substantial contributions to the conception and design or analysis and interpretation of the data, (b) drafting the article or reviewing it critically for intellectual content, or (c) final approval of the version to the published. " 2 It can be a challenge to tactfully order the author's list, especially when there are several individuals who feel they have "contributed substantially" to the work yet have not necessarily provided written text or have just been sideline cheerleaders. Lois Debakey stated in her classic textbook, The Scientific Journal, as follows: "There is a tendency for naïve authors to include, as a sort of compliment or reward, the names of co-authors who made only peripheral contributions to the work described. " 3 It can also be tricky to include (or exclude) everyone involved in a single study, case report, or pilot series. Authorship becomes even more challenging in a multi-center report. In situations where there are "more authors than dogs," there still may be a desire to mention additional personnel who participated in the publication.
The Acknowledgment section is a place to do just that and to generally thank individuals that do not justify being named on the author's list. It might be a way to mention someone who inspired the work as well (Day RA, pp. 36-37). 1 Acknowledgment consists of the mention of those individuals who provided significant help with the project or interpreted the work without directly being involved in the interpretation of data. It may consist of administrative individuals who helped in the preparation and submission of the manuscript, individuals who collected data, those who performed statistical analyses, or those who participated as part of a college, university, or postgraduate course.
In this issue of Perfusion, there are 11 articles with a listing of authors, coauthors, and contributors. Some articles have first-time contributors or acknowledgements of individuals who worked in support of the publication. The efforts and contributions of all mentioned would hopefully bring about later work and provide an avenue to future publications and expertise. May all those who contributed to these issues, and who put the pieces of their respective authorship puzzle(s) together, find another one to assemble in the future.
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